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Before: LEAVY, HAWKINS, and W. FLETCHER, Circuit Judges.

Fnu Yulia and her husband, natives and citizens of Indonesia, petition for

review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ order summarily affirming an

immigration judge’s decision denying their application for asylum and withholding

of removal.  We have jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252.  We review for
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substantial evidence, Nagoulko v. INS, 333 F.3d 1012, 1015 (9th Cir. 2003), and

we deny the petition for review.

Substantial evidence supports the agency’s finding that the harm petitioners

suffered did not rise to the level of past persecution.  See id. at 1016-17. 

Furthermore, substantial evidence supports the agency’s finding that they failed to

demonstrate a well-founded fear of future persecution.  See id. at 1018.  While

petitioners are members of a disfavored group, and therefore need only

demonstrate a “comparatively low level of individualized risk in order to prove . . . 

a well-founded fear of future persecution,” Sael v. Ashcroft, 386 F.3d 922, 927 (9th

Cir. 2004) (internal quotation marks and citation omitted), the name-calling,

mocking, sexual harassment, and robbery they suffered are insufficient to compel

the conclusion that they met this burden.  Cf. id. at 927-29.

Because petitioners failed to demonstrate eligibility for asylum, it follows

that they did not satisfy the more stringent standard for withholding of removal. 

See Lata v. INS, 204 F.3d 1241, 1244 (9th Cir. 2000).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.


